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Exploitation and Feasting
at the Glass Site (9TF145)
R.]eannine Windham

In the past, the interior Coastal Plain pine barrens was considered to be a sparsely
occupied wasteland that could not provide the resources needed for sedentary or complex
prehistoric cultures. 1his opinion has become outdated with further archaeological
investigations in the area that show large and diverse faunal assemblages with evidence
for feasting (Carder et al. 2002). Yet foodways in this region remain largely ambiguous,
and the few zooarchaeological studies only begin to answer how people of the pine
barrens exploited the local environment for subsistence and how this played into social
interaction and complexity.1his woarchaeological study of the Glass Site (9TF145)
concentrates on resource catchment and feasting evidence and reveals a unique pattern
of exploitation and act(s) of late summer, elite/ritual feasting associated with a Late
Mississippian, Lamar occupation.

Background
The Glass Site as described by Blanton and Snow (see article by Blanton & Snow in
this volume) is a small-mound site that was occupied for a short duration during the Late
Lamar timeframe.The inhabitants were of elite status, as supported by the construction
of the low mound, marine-shell artifacts, numerous pipes, and Spanish-made items,
including glass beads and metal objects. The site is located in the interior Coastal Plain
of south-central Georgia in an area known as the Ocmulgee Big Bend. Specifically, the
Glass Site is along a relict meander scar of the Ocmulgee River, which suggests the site
was next to the active river during the Late Mississippian.
Due to flooding, the adjacent wetlands would be repeatedly disturbed, creating a
biodiverse riparian wne favorable to undergrowth propagation and attractive to many
browsing species (i.e. deer, bear, turkey, and rabbit), "providing a mosaic of patches at
different stages of succession" (Reitz and Wing 1999:104). The intermittent flooding of
the river would have created a wetland marsh area, in addition to wet woodlands and
backwaters. Furthermore, evidence for on-site gardening (corn cobs and other currently
unidentified remains) indicates anthropogenic modification to the landscape. As described
by Gremillion (1993), garden patches were maintained through the use of controlled
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fires that effectively cleared and nourished the cropland. Like flooding, these fires and
other cultivation efforts created disturbance favorable to propagation of weedy, fruit-,
and mast-bearing plants (Gremillion 1993), which are attractive to many game and nongame animals, in addition to being floral food resources for inhabitants. Therefore this
water-related niche and gardens next to the site were continuously renewed and offered
a variety of resources that were a mainstay of these peoples.
Comparative Research

Other sites within the Big Bend region are noted for the recovery offaunal remains
(Snow 1990, Carder et al. 2004), suggesting that a wealth ofinformationis there for future
studies. Unfortunately, few of these sites have received specialized zooarchaeological
study. So, for the purposes of this study, only broadly selected comparative research
is presented. This includes information on subsistence and feasting as represented at
Middle Woodland to Mississippian period sites of the Southeast (Table 3.1).
Within the interior Coastal Plain, faunal assemblages from the Woodland sites of
Kolomoki and Hartford have been analyzed. Other comparative sites of the Southeast
include the Woodland sites of Leake and Walling, in addition to the Mississippian
sites of Etowah, Moundville, and Hiwassee Island. Each of these sites represents a
socially complex community having zooarchaeological data regarding late prehistoric
subsistence, feasting, or both. This evidence is outlined in the following sections in two
parts: subsistence and feasting. These sections provide the theoretical and comparative
framework for subsequent interpretation of the Glass Site faunal assemblage.
Late Prehistoric Subsistence

Subsistence practices during the Woodland and Mississippian periods were
compatible in some respects. Whitetail deer dominates all assemblages and contributes
far greater than 50 percent of the dietary meat protein at most sites (Scott and Jackson
2002). A minority ofother taxa are represented but show only small dietary contributions
in most cases. These supplemental taxa include, but are not limited to, squirrel, rabbit,
turkey, turtle, drum, catfish, and freshwater mollusks. Numerous researchers outline the
overarching late prehistoric subsistence practices (Shapiro 1990; Snow 1990; Scarry
1998; Jackson and Scott 2002), and they will not be detailed here. Yet it is important to
note that late prehistoric peoples of the Southeast were well versed in their local ecology
and took advantage of seasonal resources that offered the most cost-efficient means of
supplying dietary protein throughout the year.
This subsistence pattern holds true for comparative sites of the Middle Woodland
sub-period across the Southeast. At Kolomoki in southwest Georgia, for example, the
faunal assemblage shows a heavy reliance on whitetail deer and unidentified mammals
with a small minority of supplemental taxa, including fox, raccoon, unidentifiable birds,
turtles, and fish. A large fire and refuse pit at the Hartford Site also show a heavy reliance
on whitetail deer with a minority of turkey, catfish, mud turtles, and other species
(Carder et al. 2004:30-31). The Hartford Site, within the Georgia pine barrens, offers a
geographically close comparison, and Carder et al. (2004:34) summarize the findings by
stating that, "a common subsistence practice as was a diet of mostly deer, turtle, turkey,
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drum fish, and minorities limited by the pine barrens setting... and food was sufficient"
for sustaining a (semi)sedentary population.
Other Southeastern sites show a similar pattern. From the Leake Site in northwest
Georgia, a limited faunal sample suggests that on/near-site butchery ofdeer was a common
subsistence practice, as was a diet of mosdy deer, turde, turkey, drum fish, and minorities
of other taxa. At the Walling Site, pre-mound midden deposits show an extremely low
taxonomic richness. Although some taphonomic biases are recognized, taxa are limited
to only mammals, reptiles, and birds (Worth 1990). The deer remains recovered from
this site suggest an emphasis on adult whitetail deer over 1.5 years in age and only minor
contributions of beaver, turde, and turkey. As recounted by Worth (1990:138, 141), the
majority of deer remains were, "associated with major meat-bearing units [of the] fore
and hind limbs...with other elements, save mandibles, being very under-represented...the
greater part of the butchering process...was typically carried out in [other] locations."
Likewise,subsistence practices remained fairly consistentthrough the Mississippian
period. As reported by Scarry (1998:88-89), the Moundville (Alabama) residents relied
on hunting, fishing, and trapping. Overall, the faunal assemblage at Moundville includes,
"deer, beaver, turkey, rabbit, squirrel, opossum, turde, and fish ... and undoubtedly venison
was an important source of protein" (Scarry 1998:89). A similar diet was maintained
at Hiwassee Island in southeastern Tennessee, where subsistence information from
undifferentiated midden contexts illustrated great diversity in diet breadth (Lewis and
Kneberg 1984:45). Of the small identifiable portion of the sample, the majority was of
whitetail deer and black bear with a diverse minority of supplemental taxa, including
opossum, cougar, grey squirrel, rabbit, elk, raccoon, wildcat, muskrat, fox, beaver, wild
turkey, snapping and box turde, drum fish, catfish, sucker fish, freshwater mussels, and
gastropods. Given the quantity and diversity of zooarchaeological data collected from
Hiwassee Island, Lewis and Kneberg (1984:46) concluded that although, "agriculture
was important, hunting and collecting were equally significant in the economy of the
Mississippian peoples ... [and] there was no evidence that indicated any change in this
economy" through the Hiwassee Island and Dallas phases.
Therefore, Woodland and Mississippian subsistence strategies across the Southeast
were relatively similar. The major differences are not in taxa representation but in
taxonomic richness and proportional representation from one site to the next. These
fluctuations are representative of numerous variables, including social status, seasonality,
and context, among others.
Late Prehistoric Feasting
Beyond basic patterns of subsistence, intra- and inter-site comparisons of
faunal remains interests many researchers, particularly in regard to feasting behavior.
Archaeological evidence for food (re)distribution through feasting, a hallmark of social
complexity during the Woodland and Mississippian periods, is vague, and interpretation
challenging due to numerous variables including cultural diversity (deFrance 2009). Yet,
the practice of feasting is supported through ethnohistorical records (Hudson 1976;
Swanton 1979; King 2003:54-55) and has been the subject ofzooarchaeological research
at numerous regional sites.
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According to various accounts, feasting was a long-standing tradition among
southeastern American Indians. Large- and small-scale feasts were a part of evolving
political economies and/or ritual behaviors that, "linked the economic and ideological
realms" (deFrance 2009:134). Some American Indians redistributed food in various ways
such as through tribute and gifting. For example, they "[1] donated some ofthe food they
produced to underwrite the operation of the chiefdom... [2] made monthly donations
offood for the support of the men who tended the sacred fire ... [and 3] made donations
of food to the chief to be used for public purposes" (Hudson 1976:311). Furthermore,
feasts related to the Green Corn Ceremony, an annual rebuilding and renewal event, are
documented ethnohistorically (Hudson 1976).Although this activity is well-documented,
other forms of feasting undoubtedly took place in late prehistoric communities.
Generally speaking, feasts fall into two broad categories defined here as "inclusive"
ones that included the broader community as opposed to "exclusive," elite feasts. Feasting
ceremonies evolved over time and space based on innumerable variables that mark
differences inhuman behavior (Styles and Perdue 1991:434) and political economy (Knight
2004:318). Therefore, defining these events from archaeological evidence is complicated.
One must view all the available evidence and rule out alternatives such as ritual caches of
faunal material, ritual offerings of whole carcasses, long-term accumulation of butchery
and daily meals, and seasonal differences in disposal (deFrance 2009). To address these
scenarios, the broad categories of inclusive and exclusive feasting events are described
below and paired with lines of supporting evidence and alternative interpretations.
It is Hudson's third point, foods for public purposes, that represents the inclusive
nature ofsome feasts. Severalresearchers,such as King (2003) and Knight (2001),document
communal feasting as acts of solidarity and renewal as opposed to exclusive elite/ritual
events. These types offeasts created inter-village alliances and were more frequent during
the Woodland period (deFrance 2009; Knight 2001, 2004). Furthermore, communal
events of this nature may be ceremonial feasts of renewal and (re)construction, such as
that documented for the Green Corn Ceremony (Hudson 1976) or archaeologically at
Etowah (King 2003:54-55) and Cahokia (Pauketat et al. 2002).
DeFrance (2009:141) summarizes the characteristics of communal feasting: "(1)
low faunal diversity, (2) high-value cuts of deer, (3) little butchering debris, (4) whole
bones, (5) processed fish and birds, (6) along with a variety of nonfood luxury goods."
Other behavior that could result in large accumulations of faunal material includes large
meals and/or long-term dumping. The former may result from a good hunt or day of
fishing. The latter could result from continuous deposition of various faunal debris over
the time of occupation. The key differences are the cuts meat, lack of butchering, and
presence of elite/ritual items.
In regard to exclusive, elite feasting, the goal of the events was to express and
differentiate the social classes ofthe community. Some researchers suggest that the exchange
ofexotic artifacts, a mark of social complexity, paralleled or was preceded by redistribution
of food through feasting (Ford 1979; Seeman 1979). Such hypotheses stress food as a
wealth item and a focus of the economy such that status-related feasts reflect the elite role
of participants in the community, whether that be political, spiritual, or both.
Evidence for exclusive elite feasting includes all or parts of the following criteria:
(1) high-utility portions of animals, (2) comparatively high taxonomic diversity, (3) rare
or exotic wild animals (passenger pigeon and "dangerous" animals (Scott and Jackson
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2003)), (4) significant use of birds, (5) low proportion of butchery wastes, (6) meat
wastage, and/or (7) bone ornament production (deFrance 2009:Table 1). In addition, the
disposal context and other artifact classes should be considered when defining statusrelated feasting. The alternative interpretations presented earlier could apply here such as
faunal accumulation in a cache or a ritual offering. However, all ofthem may be, "difficult
to discern because people of different levels and classes may have deposited trash in the
same area" (deFrance 2009:132).
These descriptions ofinclusive and exclusive feasting are quite similar and show the
complicated nature of defining the form and function ofsuch events. In sum, evidence of
a feast and its possible social, political, and/or ritual function hinges on three factors: (1)
taxa diversity, and element representation, (2) context and intra-site disposal methods,
and (3) other material remains in the same context(s). For comparison to the Glass Site,
several examples of different subsistence patterns and feasting events from other sites in
the Southeast are summarized below.
At Kolomoki, a pit house showed compelling evidence for a small-scale feasting
episode. According to Compton and Pluckhahn (2002), the pit house and central firepit contained a concentration of faunal remains. The remains include a large percentage
of high-utility, whitetail deer elements and little butchery wastes suggestive of select
portions for elite use. Although this assemblage may, "represent one or a few fortuitous
hunts ... in a short period of time" (Pluckhahn 2003:163), the high diversity ofedible and
potentially medicinal plant remains (Bonhage-Freund 2002) indicates that the structure
was used for subsistence purposes and potentially for special or ritual events. Therefore,
the structure and fire-pit remains suggest small-scale, exclusive feasting that may have
had ritual function.
In an analysis ofthe Hartford Site fire- and refuse-pit feature, Carder et al. (2004:33)
suggest that the density of faunal remains may be representative of feasting or other
special activities during multiple seasons. This feature was within a large oval structure
that served a ceremonial function, and later a mound was built atop the location. In
regard to the faunal remains, there is an over-representation ofhigh-utility deer elements
showing selective use of the carcass. In addition, the feature sample shows moderate
taxonomic diversity, high taxonomic richness, and multiple seasons of deposition. Given
this evidence and the limited sample, this feature could represent inclusive or exclusive
feasting. However, it is clear that the political and/or ritual practice occurred with some
frequency throughout the year with disposal in this pit and ceremonial structure.
The Leake Site complex shows both inclusive and exclusive feasting from two
contexts (Scot Keith, personal communication 2009) and illustrates that feasting could
be variably practiced within a community. An inclusive community event is marked
by a large midden stain associated with a large post mold in a more "common area" of
the site. Compared to other site contexts, this midden contained a high density and
taxonomic richness of faunal remains (Kennedy et al. 2007) that were accompanied
by effigy artifacts. Another Leake feasting context was discovered outside a large
ceremonial structure. This context, a stratified pit feature, contained the hallmarks
of rapid-succession, elite feasting including organically rich fill, exotic artifacts and
materials, a diversity of plant remains, a high density of faunal material, high-utility
deer portions, and low taxonomic richness (Keith, personal communication 2009;
Kennedy et al. 2007). Although this could represent domestic debris, the elite items
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and meat portions suggest that several small-scale, exclusive feasts were held over a
short period of time.
Like Leake, the Walling Site also shows two contexts related to feasting and/or
ritual. Atop of the Stage 2 Walling Mound, a small faunal sample was recovered (Worth
1990). This assemblage, on the whole, mirrors the pre-mound midden in low taxonomic
richness and proportions. Differences between the two contexts include an abundance
of deer lower limbs and feet but a scarcity of mandibles and teeth. Also, fox squirrel is
only represented atop the mound and there is a notable lack of birds (Worth 1990). Of
particular interest at this site is the overall lack of and very fragmented nature of the
mound summit faunal remains. As Worth notes (1990:143), the characteristics of the
summit assemblage as compared to the pre-mound midden, "indicate clearly that the
summit ofMound Stage 2, even including the pit features and hearth, was kept far more
free of animal bone than the Pre-mound Surface had been." In addition, the summit and
associated hearth contained a higher proportion of burned elements as opposed to the
overall paucity of burned remains within the pre-mound midden. In concert with other
site evidence and the paucity and condition of the faunal remains, Worth (1990) and
Duncan (1990) suggest that at least the mound summit faunal assemblage was related
to ritual activities. Furthermore, Worth (1990:143) suggests that the Walling Site may
reflect Hopewellian ceremonial activity related to mortuary sites. Evidence includes
redistribution of high-utility portions of deer meat through ritual feasting that was
inclusive of the community prior to mound construction. Evidence of a cleaned mound
summit is inconclusive and could reflect remains from elite feasting or ritual offering, but
certainly it indicates a special place for the inhabitants.
At the Etowah Site, King (2003) summarizes information regarding midden-filled
borrow pits,mound construction, and communal feasting events. In excavations conducted
next to Mound B and in the vicinity ofMound C, large pits yielded abundant quantities
of animal bone in addition to charred plant remains (Kelly and Larson 1957). These
remains include primarily deer and turtle, with minorities ofmore fragile specimens such
as freshwater shell, catfish, sturgeon, and gar. In King's (2003) view, the deer, turtle, and
other animal remains in the borrow pits are the diverse remains of large-scale cooking,
eating, and rapid disposal during inclusive feasting event(s). He postulates that the largescale feasts, in concert with mound construction and paucity of exotic goods, "may have
been oriented toward solidarity building or the foraging of social alliances rather than
power building through competition" (King 2003:55).
At Moundville (Alabama), a different pattern emerges in relation to two differing
elite households (Knight 2004). Jackson and Scott (2003) explore elite feasting activities
associated with the summit ofMounds Qand G. Unlike the Walling Site, an unexpected
diversity offauna and meat portions was discovered from these elite contexts.This includes
local and nonlocal animals and rare species that may have had ritual meaning, such as
the passenger pigeon and carnivores. Additional site evidence suggests that daily food
preparation for the residential elite occurred, but at least some of the remains recovered
were from exclusive feasting events or ritual activities, suggesting that disposal patterns
were similar for both daily meals and feasts.
From the evidence and examples outlined, it is apparent that there is no clear pattern
in feasting behavior. The occurrence of feasts and who participated varied in form and
function to meet the political, economic, and ritual needs of the community.
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The Glass Site Assemblage
I now tum attention to the zooarchaeological study ofthe Glass Site (9TF145) in the
pine barren area ofsoutheast Georgia. Evidence from this site shows a typical subsistence
base but with some rare taxa in addition to some differences in the proportional abundance
and depositional contexts of faunal remains. The following discussion emphasizes the
vertebrate portion of the assemblage and how these remains reflect the subsistence and
social spheres of Lamar life at the site.

Sample and Methods
The faunal sample consists of the remains from a small mound and ceremonial
structure and the surrounding area as described in detail by Blanton and Snow (see
article by Blanton & Snow in this volume). Specifically, all remains discovered during
the 2006 and 2007 excavations recovered through 118m inch mesh were analyzed and
include the following contexts: general strata, mound-fill, possible village midden, two
features, localized midden-ash deposit, and root matlplowzone. The methods of analysis
and detailed results are provided within a related technical report (Windham 2008) and
are not duplicated here. The results of the study are compiled in Table 3.2 and reflect a
well-preserved but small faunal assemblage (number of identified specimens (NISP) =
7,101; 5,192.59 g) containing a large proportion of whole and fragmentary turtle shell
(NISP = 2,125; 2,549.87 g). Of these specimens, 74.88 percent ISP of the assemblage
could be identified to class or lower taxonomic level. With the exclusion ofunidentifiable
turtle carapace/plastron specimens (NISP = 1,989; 1,578.18 g) that can skew the data,
8.18 percent NISP could be identified to at least taxonomic family (NISP = 418, 1,675.07
g). Based on these data, taxonomic richness (n=17) for these contexts was low and may
reflect limited sample size or the contexts and nature of the occupation.
Table. 3.2. Relative abundance of taxonomic classes by site context (9TF145).

Class

Actinopterygii

Taxon**

Habitat

Ameiurus sp.
aquatic,
(bullhead catfish) brackish/
freshwater
Ariopsis felis
aquatic,
(hardhead
brackish/
catfish)
saltwater
aquatic,
Lepisosteus sp.
(gar)
brackish/
freshwater/
backwater
Unidentifiable
aquatic
Actinopterygii
I(fish)
Unidentifiable
aquatic,
Sciaenidae
muddy river
(drum/croaker
banks
fish)

NISP

Weight
(g)

1.00

0.14

Biomass* Relative
Abundance
***
0.00
0.01

2.00

0.16

0.00

0.01

3.00

0.39

0.02

0.03

61.00

5.00

0.17

0.34

1.00

0.21

0.01

0.02
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Actinopterygii
Total
Aves

1.01

0.02

0.04

Meleagris
gallopavo (wild
turkey)

terrestrial,
forest and
opens

2.00

21.72

0.35

0.69

Unidentifiable
Anatidae (ducklike waterfowl)

aquatic,
freshwater
and edge

1.00

0.19

0.00

0.01

1.00

2.36

0.04

0.09

Unidentifiable
Aves

NA

167.00

45.74

0.88

1.73

Unidentifiable L
Aves

NA

36.00

70.82

1.19

2.33

209.00

141.84

2.50

4.89

Unidentifiable
Unionidae
(freshwater
mussel)

NA

61.00

600.37

0.00

0.00

Unidentifiable
Bivalvia

NA

2.00

0.53

0.00

0.00

63.00

600.90

0.00

0.00

Unidentifiable
Shell <2mm

NA

28.00

41.25

0.00

0.00

Unidentifiable
Shell >2mm

NA

2325.00

558.49

0.00

0.00

2353.00

599.74

0.00

0.00

14.00

0.64

0.00

0.00

14.00

0.64

0.00

0.00

8.00

8.59

0.21

0.41

Unidentifiable
Gastropoda

NA

Gastropoda
Total
Mammalia

0.41

2.00

Bivalvia Total

Bivalvia/
Gastropoda
Total
Gastropoda

0.21

terrestrial,
forest

Aves Total

Bivalvia/
Gastropoda

5.90

Ectopistes
migratorius
(passenger
pigeon)

Unidentifiable
aquatic and
Ardeidae (heron) edge

Bivalvia

68.00

Didelphis
virginiana
(opossum)

terrestrial,
forest/open/
edge
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Class

Taxon....

Odocoileus
virginianus
I(white-tail deer)
Procyon lotor
(raccoon)
Sciurus niger
(eastern fox
sauirrell
Scurius sp.
(squirrel)
Unidentifiable
Carnivora
Unidentifiable L
Mammal
Unidentifiable
Leporidae (rabbit)
Unidentifiable M
Mammal
Unidentifiable
M/LMammal
Unidentifiable
Mammal
Unidentifiable S
Mammal
Unidentifiable
S/MMammal
Ursus americanus
(black bear)

Habitat

Reptilia Total

Weight
(g)

Biomass" Relative
Abundance

......

terrestrial,
forest/open/
edae
terrestrial,
forest/open/
edae
terrestrial,
forest

81.00

473.76

9.46

18.51

3.00

0.67

0.02

0.04

1.00

0.31

0.01

0.02

terrestrial,
forest

5.00

1.76

0.05

0.09

terrestrial,
forest and
edae
NA

2.00

2.01

0.05

0.10

63.00

169.70

3.57

6.99

terrestrial,
forest/marsh
NA

3.00

1.82

0.05

0.10

3.00

0.79

0.02

0.05

NA

203.00

279.18

5.96

11.67

NA

86.00

18.08

0.47

0.91

NA

9.00

0.83

0.03

0.05

NA

1.00

0.11

0.00

0.01

terrestrial,
forest and
edae

3.00

26.33

0.55

1.08

471.00

983.94

20.45

40.03

13.00

8.76

0.26

0.52

3.00

20.23

0.31

0.60

122.00

959.13

9.22

18.04

163.00

147.53

2.32

4.55

1836.00

1440.33

15.81

30.94

2137.00

2575.98

27.92

54.63

Mammalia Total

Reptilia

NISP

Apalone sp. (soft- aquatic,
shell turtle)
brackish/
freshwater
Malaclemys
aquatic,
terrapin
brackish/
(diamondback
freshwater
turtle)
Terrapene
terrestrial,
carolina (eastern forest/marsh
box turtle)
Unidentifiable
terrestrial,
Emydidae
forest/marsh
I(baskina turtle)
Unidentifiable
NA
Testudines
I(turtle)

Windham

Unidentifiable
Reptilia/
Amohibia

NA

2.00

0.34

0.02

0.03

2.00

0.34

0.02

0.03

1784.00

283.31

0.00

0.00

Unidentifiable
Total

1784.00

283.31

0.00

0.00

Total

7101.00

5192.59

51.10

100.00

Reptilia/
Amphibia
Reptilia/
Amphibia Total
Unidentifiable

Unidentifiable
Vertebrate

NA

* Calculation based on all remains identified to taxonomic class or lower.
**Taxonomic richness based on animals identified to taxonomic family or lower.
***Percent biomass.

Subsistence
From the comparative information provided in previous sections, it is apparent that a
different subsistence pattern is at play at the Glass Site when the assemblage is viewed as a
whole (see Table 3.2). amely, there is a significant representation of reptiles as opposed to
mammals.lhis is particularly true ofturtles that comprise 27.92 kilograms of biomass and
54.63 percent of the dietary protein. lhis indicates a secondary dependence on deer and
large mammals at 18.99 kilograms and 37.17 percent, respectively. The Glass Site pattern is
in marked contrast to the other comparative sites that show a strong dominance ofdeer and
larger mammal(s).As will be described later in concertwith other evidence, the contrast may
reflect the context and season of deposition as opposed to a true difference in subsistence
patterns. In addition, several other taxonomic classes are represented but their contribution
to the overall diet appears to be negligible in comparison to reptiles and mammals. These
other taxa suggest that, as at other late prehistoric sites in the Southeast, a wide range of
other fauna was used to supplement the dietary mainstays throughout the year.

Ecological Exploitation
To further investigate how the site's inhabitants exploited their local environment,
each taxon identifiable to family or lower taxonomic level was assigned an ecozone or
ecotone to which they are associated, if applicable. Using this method and excluding
unidentifiable turtle shell, 82.16 percent NISP of the assemblage could be assigned a
specific aquatic or terrestrial habitat designation. The following discussion provides the
details of the ecozones represented and their relation to the Glass Site (Figure 3.1).
Shallow/Slow Moving Water

The Glass Site is adjacent to an abandoned meander ofthe Ocmulgee River.Therefore,
it is no surprise that the faunal assemblage shows heavy dependence on this ecozone.
Additional information can be gleaned from the representation of specific aquatic taxa. Of
those represented, most prefer shallow, slow-moving or stagnant freshwater habitats (or
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similar brackish waters). These taxa include gar, drumlcroaker, soft-shell and diamondback
turtle, and freshwater mussels. Although unidentifiable fish specimens may represent other
species, the current results suggest that the inhabitants relied heavily on shoal, point bar, and
backwaters for subsistence needs. The identified species are carnivorous or easily collected
(including mussels), indicating that riverside fishing by hook-and-line, passive trapping, and
digging/collecting mussels in shallow waters were important subsistence activities. Rshing
in deeper waters of the river channel does not appear to have been a typical procurement
strategy. Near-site procurement was followed by on-site processing and disposal of related
waste, although some aquatic resources may have been processed riverside. Such activities
could result in an under-representation ofvarious fauna archaeologically.
Riparian/Edge Zones

Terrestrial species were the most heavily exploited and reflect riparian and edge zones,
including marsh wetlands and garden "patches." Types of animals found at the Glass Site
preferring these biodiverse habitats include waterfow~ browsers and omnivores, and land
turtles. Of them, an undifferentiated heron and duck are represented. Turkey, deer, bear,
opossum, raccoon, squirrels, and rabbits that frequent riparian and edge also were preyed upon
by the inhabitants. In addition, the eastern box turtle and other land turtles were a mainstay in
the diet ofthese Lamar peoples, and they inhabit the environs ofthe site.
The proportions of these terrestrial taxa suggest inhabitants primarily relied on
riparian and edge environments for subsistence. With the exception of land turtles and
deer, the minority of other terrestrial animals shows inhabitants did not target any other
particular species. Rather, animals may have been procured through opportunistic hunting
and/or trapping within riparian and edge ecozones. Like the aquatic resources, near-site
procurement within the riparian and wetland ecozones was followed by local processing
of many terrestrial species and disposal ofrelated waste.
Rare and Non-local Taxa

Several species recovered from the Glass Site are more rarely found archaeologically.
These represent non-local or ritually-used animals including marine fish, birds, and bear.
Hardhead catfish were the only non-local species recovered, but they are minimally
represented by dorsal/pectoral spines that could have served as ornaments or tools of
secular or ritualistic function. According to Scott and Jackson (2003), waterfowl and
particularly the passenger pigeon are often associated with ritual/elite contexts in the
Southeast. Likewise, "dangerous" taxa such as the black bear are often recovered from
ritual/elite contexts and can be representative of high status.
Spatial Distribution
The spatial distribution offauna within the mound, midden-ash, and other contexts
is also significant. The measure of relative abundance of all remains served to normalize
the data and enabled a comparison of taxonomic class by context (Rgure 3.2 and Table
3.2). Evidence for feasting is evaluated based on the abundance criteria and by comparison
with other studies.
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Figure 3.1. Relative abundance of taxa by habitat preference.
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Figure 3.2. Relative abundance of taxonomic class by site context.
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The most obvious pattern is the abundance (61.45 percent) offaunal remains within
the midden-ash deposit relative to any other context, A notable proportion ofthe remains
were contained within the mound fill and overlying root matlplowzone as well. In this
study, the latter is considered to be a disturbed layer ofthe former. Combined, these remains
represent a total relative abundance of37.54 percent, far less than the midden-ash deposit.
Therefore, it is clear that the highest density of remains is in the dense, organically-rich
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midden-ash deposit. 1his dense faunal concentration was located one meter east of the
ceremonial structure atop the small mound and within a "ditch-like" feature (see article
by Blanton & Snow in this volume). The abundance of faunal remains, undifferentiated
floral remains, and the darkly stained, organic-rich deposits of this midden suggest this
was rapidly deposited cooking refuse, and it compares favorably to other deposits at Lamar
household sites including nearby Coffee Bluff (see article by Blanton & Snow in this
volume). Similar evidence was found in communal areas where feasting took place at the
Leake and Etowah sites.
Moreover, elite/ritual items were recovered from the midden and other deposits
associated with the ceremonial structure at the Glass Site. These items include marineshell artifacts and pipe fragments. As no identified faunal remains were of marine origin,
with the exception of hardhead catfish within the midden-ash deposit, this evidence
suggests disposal of curated tools/ornaments. Also, glass beads and metal artifacts were
recovered that suggest European contact.
The spatial distribution of taxonomic classes also provides insight into feasting
behavior(s) at the site. The distribution oftaxa is similar to those discussed at the Walling
Site with a few exceptions. Although, the small sample size and extent of excavations
provides only tentative conclusions, some minor differences in taxonomic inclusion,
exclusion, and meat portions are observed. The broader picture of subsistence indicates
that the inhabitants'diet remained fairly consistent during the occupation(s).
A difference between the midden-ash and the mound-fill deposits was a significant
divergence in the proportion of reptiles and mammals. From the midden-ash deposit,
there is an extraordinary abundance of turtle specimens, including complete box turtle
carapaces, that represent a higher proportional biomass than mammals.1his pattern was
not duplicated within the mound fill and overlying deposits. In fact, the opposite was true
of the mound fill. Mammals contributed the greatest biomass and reptiles, specifically
turtles, provide a significant but secondary meat resource.
Furthermore, the midden-ash deposit contained numerous, nearly complete box
turtle carapaces that display no modification.1his evidence, other well-preserved faunal
remains, and high-organic content of the midden is suggestive of in situ deposits that
were rapidly accumulated and buried during one or more consecutive episodes over a
short period of time.1his sort of accumulation is similar to evidence for elite feasting at
the Leake Site. On the other hand, fragments of turtle carapace/plastron and mammals
that occur in high abundance within the mound fill and root matlplowzone context
were more suggestive of secondary, scattered debris subjected to trampling and/or other
mechanisms of breakage during occupation.
Some rare taxa, like passenger pigeon, bear, waterfowl, and marine catfish, are
represented. According to Jackson and Scott (2003:554), the passenger pigeon, "was a
delicacy reserved for the elite," and bear represents a "dangerous" taxon associated with
power. Remains of these two animals were discovered in both mound-fill and middenash context, supporting the suggestion that the structure and associated midden were
used by elite inhabitants. Waterfowl, an unusual but not rare occurrence, were only found
in mound fill deposits. On the other hand, the dorsal/pectoral spines of freshwater and
marine catfish were only discovered in the midden-ash deposit, as was fox squirrel.
The distribution of deer elements shows similar butchery wastes in both contexts. Yet
the occurrence of high-utility portions of the femur, radius, and scapula of deer within
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the midden-ash deposit is higher and similar to other feasting evidence in the region.
Regarding seasonality, the strong representation of turtles with deer remains indicates
that the midden-ash deposits were formed during the late summer or early fall. Each of
these lines of evidence indicates that special activities were associated with this mound,
structure, and midden and perhaps that feasting was integral to the community. The
overall paucity and fragmentary contents of faunal remains from other site contexts in
later excavations bolsters this claim (Blanton, personal communication 2009), as the area
appears to have been kept clean of most animal debris.
Habitat Exploitation and Feasting at the Glass Site

Patterns oflate Mississippian exploitation and feasting in the Georgia pine barrens
are observed in the faunal evidence from the small mound, ceremonial structure, and
midden-ash contexts at the Glass Site.The small assemblage illustrates a focused and costefficient subsistence strategy that targeted two specific resource niches in close proximity
to the site. These are shallow, slow-moving waters and the riparian/edge environments
created along the river channel and around garden patches. The edge/riparian zone was
of obvious focus, as represented by an abundance of terrestrial turtles and deer. Given the
high frequency of land turtles, these people could quite literally pick-up much of their
protein needs from the forest floor near the site while hunting/trapping in the riparian/
edge zone and supplementing with river-side fishing and collecting.
The faunal remains recovered from this ceremonial area exhibit differences in
spatial density and proportional distributions of taxa. This indicates that the late Lamar
inhabitants relied on a fairly regular diet of mammals that varied seasonally but was
cyclical throughout the occupation of the site.
The spatial distribution oftaxonomic classes indicates feasting activity was associated
with the mound and structure. The high density of box turtle, high-utility deer portions,
presence of other remains including rare and non-local species, and other archaeological
evidence from the rapidly deposited midden-ash concentration was striking. This pattern
in the midden was most notable when compared to the mound-fill contexts which
contained a high proportion of mammalian remains, followed by reptilian remains, and
small minorities of other taxa. This difference does not illustrate a difference in prepared
foods, but the midden-ash deposit reflects a warm-weather feast possibly during the late
summer when reptiles remain active and deer are heavier. The presence of numerous corn
cob fragments within the concentrated midden and ethnohistorical evidence for renewal,
construction, and feasting during the Green Com Ceremony of late summer bolster the
interpretation of ceremonial feasting. Due to the limited contexts represented within
the current sample, it is difficult to determine if this feast was exclusive or inclusive of
the community. From the data available, the event was probably exclusive and ritualistic.
Supporting evidence includes high-utility portions ofdeer, inclusion ofpassenger pigeon
and waterfowl in the mound-fill and midden-ash deposits, marine catfish and fox
squirrel in the midden-ash deposit only and possibly used ritually, elite/ritual artifacts
in both contexts, the location of the midden-ash deposit near the council house, and
ethnohistorical evidence offeasting related to building and renewal.
A plausible explanation of the zooarchaeological patterns at the Glass Site may
include the following scenario. Initial structure and mound construction was conducted
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by a small resident or nearby population that relied primarily on hunting and trapping
mammals and secondarily on turtles from the riparian and edge ecozones. This was
supplemented by fishing in slow-moving and/or stagnant waters near the river shore or
in the backwaters. During the construction phase of the mound, the ditch feature was
excavated by the inhabitants. At some point during or after the construction phase, one
or more elite and ceremonial feasts took place. These feast(s) emphasized easily procured
box turtles with supplemental taxa, all of which may have been collected during forays
for building materials in the marsh, riparian, and edge zones near the site. Remains were
disposed within the midden-ash deposit, quickly covered, and not significantly disturbed
until archaeological excavation. This hypothesis is supported by the criteria outlined in
previous sections and by comparable evidence at Etowah and the Middle Woodland
sites of Leake and Hartford. After the construction phase, the inhabitants returned to
a diet of mainly deer supplemented by turtle species and minorities of other taxa. In
conclusion, the foodways presented here are similar to other Southeastern sites, where
inhabitants emphasized readily available resources within the local environment. This
case also illustrates the diversity ofthis pattern based on microregional differences, social
complexity, and seasonal prey selection.

